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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Amendment 

1 . This action is in response to the Amendment filed 4/8/2008. In the Amendment 
Claims 1-15 were amended. Claim 16 was added as new. 

Election/Restrictions 

2. Newly submitted claim 15 is directed to an invention that is independent or 
distinct from the invention originally claimed for the following reasons: The originally 
presented claims are directed to access rights of certain form elements 715/741 while 
the newly presented claim 15 is directed to customizing or adapting a user interface 
based on a user's role 715/745. 

Since applicant has received an action on the merits for the originally presented 
invention, this invention has been constructively elected by original presentation for 
prosecution on the merits. Accordingly, claim 15 withdrawn from consideration as being 
directed to a non-elected invention. See 37 CFR 1 .142(b) and MPEP § 821 .03. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

3. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S. C. 112: 
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The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

4. Claims 1-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which 
was not described in the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to 
which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the 
invention. There is no support in the specification for the authorization rules permitting 
the selection of form elements that are not geographically adjacent. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 1-8,16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Ries et al ("Ries", US 2004/0217985) in view of Phillips ("Phillips", US 6,425,121) in 
further view of Rivera et al ("Rivera", US 2004/0003353). 



7. As per independent claim 1 , Ries teaches a computer system for customizing 
form elements in a form building application (page 81, paragraph [1858]), comprising: 
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a form builder component configured to receive an identification of a user of the 
form building application, the form building application providing a graphical user 
interface manipulating of a set of form elements under development ([0057]-[0058], 
Figure 2), and to enable access to a subset of the form elements according to 
authorization rules [0073] restrict access); and an access manager component 
configured to determine the authorization rules associated with the user's authorization 
to develop the set of form elements ([0073], advanced editing functions). Ries fails to 
particularly point out global attributes and a set of form elements separate from the 
form. However, Phillips teaches a system wherein the form elements include global 
attributes of the form including the layout of the form (Figure 4B) and the form building 
application is configured to display the set of form elements separate from the form 
(Column 8 lines 43-53). Therefore it would have been obvious to an artisan at the time 
of the invention to combine the teaching of Phillips with the method of Ries. Motivation 
to do so would have been to provide a useful way to organize from development. Ries- 
Phillips fails to distinctly point out teaching the elements indicating access rights. 
However, Rivera teaches a system wherein the form elements indicate the authorization 
for the user to develop the form element [0047] and [0059], each object marked). 
Therefore it would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to 
combine the teaching of Rivera with the system of Ries-Phillips. Motivation to do so 
would have been to ensure only selected users or groups of users may obtain access to 
specific data. 
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Independent claim 5 is similar in scope to independent claim 1 and is therefore 
rejected under similar rationale. 

8. As per claim 2, Ries teaches the system of claim 1 , wherein the identification of 
the user is based on login information ([0073] username password). 

Claim 6 is similar in scope to claim 2 and is therefore rejected under similar 
rationale. 

9. As per claim 3, Ries teaches the system of claim 1 , wherein the authorization 
rules are determined via a lookup table associating the user identification with the 
authorization rules for the user ([0060] login brain). 

Claim 7 is similar in scope to claim 3 and is therefore rejected under similar 
rationale. 

10. As per claim 4, Ries teaches the system of claim 3, wherein the authorization 
rules include settings that identify the subset of the form elements, which are viewable 
and/or changeable ([0073] access to only certain hooks). 

Claim 8 is similar in scope to claim 4 and is therefore rejected under similar 
rationale. 
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11. As per claim 1 6, the modified Menninger teaches the method of claim 1 , wherein 
the form building application is configured to display only the set of form elements that 
the user is authorized to modify (Reis, [0059]-[0060]) 



12. Claims 9-1 3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Menninger ("Menninger", US # 2003/0048301 ) in view of Ries et al ("Ries", US 
2004/0217985) in view of Phillips ("Phillips", US 10665258) in view of Rivera et al 
("Rivera", US 2004/0003353). 

13. As per independent claim 9, Menninger teaches a computer-implemented 
method for customizing an electronic form (page 81 , paragraph [1858]), comprising: 
responsive to a command by a user to change an element of the form (page 81 , 
paragraph [1858]), rejecting the command unless the access rights associated with the 
user's identifier permit the user to change the form element (page 61 , Table 21 , deny 
access to applications). However Menninger does not teach expressly the method 
comprising: the permission list identifying access rights for a plurality of form elements 
that are under development contained in the form; and comparing an identifier 
associated with the user to those the access rights for the form element to be changed. 
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Ries teaches a method editing a webpage comprising: the permission list 
identifying access rights for a plurality of form elements under development contained in 
the form ([0060], login brain); and comparing an identifier associated with the user to 
those the access rights for the form element to be changed ([0072]-[0073], access 
rights). Menninger and Ries are analogous art because they are in the same field of 
endeavor, namely managing access rights within graphical user interfaces. At the time 
of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
incorporate the functions as taught by Ries into Menninger's method for editing 
information in order to provide a more fine-grained access control. Ries fails to 
particularly point out global attributes and a set of form elements separate from the 
form. However, Phillips teaches a system wherein the form elements include global 
attributes of the form including the layout of the form (Figure 4B) and the form building 
application is configured to display the set of form elements separate from the form 
(Column 8 lines 43-53). Therefore it would have been obvious to an artisan at the time 
of the invention to combine the teaching of Phillips with the method of Menninger-Ries. 
Motivation to do so would have been to provide a useful way to organize from 
development. Ries-Phillips fails to distinctly point out teaching the elements indicating 
access rights. However, Rivera teaches a system wherein the form elements indicate 
the authorization for the user to develop the form element [0047] and [0059], each 
object marked). Therefore it would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the 
invention to combine the teaching of Rivera with the system of Ries-Phillips. Motivation 



Application/Control Number: 10/665,258 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2178 

to do so would have been to ensure only selected users or groups of users may obtain 
access to specific data. 



14. As per claim 1 0, the modified Menninger, teaches the method of claim 9, wherein 
the command by the user to change the form element includes selecting in a form 
building application a node representing the form element (Ries, [0072]). 

1 5. As per claim 1 1 , the modified Menninger, teaches the method of claim 9, wherein 
the access rights are defined for form elements representing a form's corporate identity 
(Menninger, page 29, paragraph [0624] - page 30 Table 3). 

16. As per claim 12, the modified Menninger, teaches the method of claim 9, wherein 
the access rights are defined for form elements representing a form's interface to an 
application program (Menninger, page 61 , Table 21 , deny access to applications). 

1 7. As per claim 1 3, the modified Menninger, teaches the method of claim 9, wherein 
the access rights are defined based on at least one of user id (Ries, [0076]), job title 
(Menninger, fig. 63), department code and position in the corporate hierarchy 
(Menninger, page 44, paragraphs [0991] - [0997]). 
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Claim 14 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Menninger ("Menninger", US # 2003/0048301 ) in view of Ries et al ("Ries", US 
2004/0217985) in view of Phillips ("Phillips", US 10665258) in view of Rivera et al 
("Rivera", US 2004/0003353) in view of Bray et al ("Bray, 6,529,905). 

18. As per claim 1 4, the modified Menninger fails to distinctly point out teaching 
giving access to all elements for each successive user only giving access to those 
elements which have not been edited. However, Bray teaches giving for each 
successive user of the electronic form authorization to electronic form elements that 
have not been edited (Column 4 lines 34-53). Therefore it would have been obvious to 
an artisan at the time of the invention to combine the teaching with the modified method 
of Menninger. Motivation to do so would have been to keep organization and fairness 
based on some sort of priority. 



Response to Arguments 



The Applicant traverses the restriction of claim 15, and has amended the claim to 
remove the element where the document is edited. However, as stated above the 
originally presented claims are directed to access rights of certain form elements 
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715/741 while the newly presented claim 15 is directed to customizing or adapting a 
user interface based on a user's role 715/745. 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-16 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 



Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to RYAN F. PITARO whose telephone number is 
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(571)272-4071 . The examiner can normally be reached on 9:00am - 5:30pm Mondays 
through Fridays. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David Wiley can be reached on 571-272-3923. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/R. F. P.I 
Art Unit 2174 



/Stephen S. Hong/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art 

Unit 2178 



